Director of M(‘( @

Tt Central
e Inielligence | |
v

Ce

P

NEB 'SNTE 3¢-8%_ .

The Persian Gulf:
Implications of a
US-Iranian Confrontation (U)

Special National Intelligence Estimate

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: JUL 2006

&S &
et
SNIE 34

Auguss 1987

537




! THIS ESTIMATE IS ISSUED BY THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE.

o

THE NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE BOARD CONCURS, .
EXCEPT AS NOTED IN THE TEXT.

The following intelligence orgonizations porticipoted in the preparation of the
Estimote:

The Centrol Inteliigence Agency, the Defense Inteligence Agency, the National Secwrity
Agercy. ond the inteligence organization of the Deportment of Stats.
Also Participating:
. The Deputy Chisf of Staff for intelligence, Deportment of the Army
The Diroctor of Novol Inteligence, Department of the Navy
The Assistant Chief of Stoff, intelligence, Department of the Air Force




b

Implications of e US-iranian Confromation, SNIE 34-87, 1
:}Augw l987.|:|

— Delete “significantly” from the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3 of
the Key Judgments. (v)

Erratem Notice to recipients of Special National Inelligence Eslimg{c Persian Gulf:

/

NN




SNIE 34-87

THE PERSIAN GULF:
IMPLICATIONS OF A
US-IRANIAN CONFRONTATION (u) ’

Information svailable a3 of 28 August 1987 was

used in the prey ion of this Esti . which
was approved by the National Foscign Intelli-
H gence Board on that date.
1
i
L]
SBCRET




pos

SCOPE NOTE

This Estimate presents a range of potential scenarios for the
development of the current tensions between the United States and
Iran. It examines how the outcome of these scenarios would affect US
interests in the region and the US position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.
. The Estimate also examines the impact of the various outcomes on
regional power equations, the objectives of the Soviet Union and how
these are being pursued in the current situation, and the receptivity of
the regional states to an increased Soviet role.

Because they depend so heavily on US policy decisions, the
Estimate does not rank the likelihood of the various scenarios.

We do not project the dynamics of the US-Iranian confrontation
beyond a three-lo-six-month period, although the continuation of
tensions could well exceed that time horizon. The implications of the
various scenarios are projected as far as possible into the future.
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KEY JUDGMENTS

The increasing US military presence in the Persian Gulf is
perceived by Iran as a direct challenge to its vital interests and has re-
duced the margin for error on both sides. Rising tensions and the
proximity of the opposing forces (including not only US and Iranian, but
. French, British, Soviet, and Arab) have significantly increased the

probability of armed confrontation and, in the worst case, the possibility

of armed eonﬂict.l:l

(We have examined five scenarios for how the current situation
might develop in the order of the level of US commitment they require.
The paper is not intended to predict the outcome or rank the likelihood
of the various scenarios presented but to examine the range of
implications.) !

US Tanker Escorts Withdrawn Under Pressure. This scenario
would represent a profound blow for US interests. It would:

— Damage severely US credibility in the region and beyond.
— Make Iran the “power to be reckoned with" in the Gulf.

— Provide opportunities for the Soviets with the Gulf Arabs.

: Tensions Defused. In view of our assessment of Iranian resolve

; and Iraq’s opposition to this outcome if it included delinking the tanker
and ground wars, we believe this scenario would be difficult to attain.
Nonetheless, it would result in significant benefits for the United States
by: '

— Confirming US commitment to the Gulf Arabs.

— Checking the expansion of Iranian influence, while preserving
opportunities for ultimate US-Iranian reconciliation.|:|

Although the United States would get the credit for the successful
' use of force and diplomacy, the Soviets would retain their recent gains
. with the moderate Arabs and also try to build on their intensified
dialogue with Iran.

_ Simmering Tensions. This scenario would have mixed effects on
US interests. On the positive side, it draws the line for Iran, reinforces
Gulf Arab willingness to resist Iranian pressure, and strengthens Arab

Note: Footnote at end of Key Judgmicals. (v) O
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perceptions of US commitment to the region. On the negative side, this
scenario represents a costly and open-ended commitment that would
probably include accassional military clashes and terrorism, and it holds
significant risks of miscalculation and escalation. In this scenario, the
USSR would maintain its present security role and exploit its ability to

talk to both Iran and lraq.|:|

Escalation/lIranian Intimidation. We believe this is a less likely
scenario because we do not believe Iran can be easily intimidated.
Nonetheless, most of its implications would be positive for the United
States. It would:

— Dramatically underscore US capability and commitment to the
Gulf Arab states.

— Check Iranian expansion in the Gulf and severely damage Iran’s
self-image as a major player on the world stage.

— Lessen opportunities for the Soviets to improve relations with
the Arabs.

There would be negatives, however:

— The chance, already distant, of a US/Iranian rapprochement
could be delayed even further.

— The Iranians would perceive a need for a closer—though still
limited—relationship with Moscow.

The Soviets would be concerned, however, that Baghdad would

move even closer to Washington and that substantial US forces would

remain in the region.l:l

Escalation/Open Conflict. This is a high-stakes scenario for all
parties. The potential costs of a large-scale and protracted US-Iranian
military confrontation are considerable:

— The United States would incur heavy economic costs and could /
suffer considerable casualties.

— Disruption of world oil and financial markets could result.

— Iran would probably turn to an increasingly indiscriminate use
of terrorism against US targets.

— Iran could be successful in the Muslim world in portraying the
conflict as part of an anti-Islamic campaign by the United

Noir: Feotnotr ot end of Key Judgments. 1)
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This scenario could serve Soviet interests in forestalling a resurgence

of US influence in Iran, but Moscow would have to choose more clearly

between Iran and the Arabs. Nonetheless, this is the scenario that

contains the best prospect for 2 major improvement in Soviet-Iranian

relations. The further increase in the US military presence and major

military action so near Soviet borders could prompt Moscow to.offer

Iran some support. We do not believe the Soviets would go so far as to

. ; provide Iran major weapons systems, although we would nat rule out re-
sumption of deliveries of spare parts, ammunition, and military trucks.

We believe that European involvement, whatever the motivation,
is a net positive for the United States, but that the Europeans are not
such major players that their greater involvement would substantially
change our judgments about the implications of any of the scenarios. It
would, however, aflect the likelihood of the various scenarios. European
involvement makes the more positive scenarios generally more likely
and the negative scenarios generally less likely. The European presence
also creates the possibility that the United States could be drawn into a
conflict as a result of an Iranian-European confrontation—most likely
begun by an Iranian action. Overall, however, the United States will be
under less pressure to withdraw. and the Iranians will be less likely to
conclude that confrontation with the United States will accomplish their

Beyond the specific scenarios, Iran’s greatest strength is its unity
of purpose. To this are added: its revived revolutionary zeal, demon-
strated ability to absorb pain, confidence gained from a string of
successes in uncompromising showdowns with the United States, and a
seven-year-long national mobilization for war. These make haostilities
with the United States a threshold that Iran could well decide to cross.

Iran also has considerable weaknesses in the current situation:

— There is serious political infighting at high levels in the
government.

— Its military capabilities have deteriorated since the revolution.
— Itis economically weak and vulnerable.

. — Hts international isolation is growingl:l

We do not believe the Iranians will be easily convinced to alter
their policies. Iran is fully aware of the likelihood of a US military
response to a major provocation. At least initially, an escalation would

Note: Footnote at end of Key Judgments. () s
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probably strengthen the determination to resist and some elements in
Iran might even believe that a war with the United States would
strengthen their political position. Iran would be most affected by US
actions that directly impaired its ability to continue to prosecute the
Iran-lraq war or damaged Iranian public support for the rcgime.l:l

* The Director, Natioas! Security Agency, believes 2 is wedul to the implicatiom of ibk
. tr wat or withdrawal in terms of theis sesounnew foe the future US interests in the region He be-
lieves these implications are as loliows .

— The worst outcome of a US-tranian conflict would br for Tehran 1o be driven into a strategpse rela.
tiotwhip with Macow Even though such an outcome may abo provide oppostunities for greater
US influrnce with the GOC dates, a larger Soviet presence and military asistance peogram in 4
lran. such as now evists in Svria and fraq, would sevve 10 divide the segion into US and Soviet
spheres of influence This has been 2 longtime Soviet stralegsc aim and one which alo has the po-
tentisl to affect the future of Alghanistan and Pakistan, eventually beinging Pakistan to
compeomise with Mascow

— The bt ssttenme of 3 US-lranian conBict would be {or Tehran 1o realize that the war against
1raq can no longrr be won and therefore seek a way 10 deescalate the crisis without enteting into a
signibicant relationship with Mascnw

— The neat worst cutcome woukd be a US withdrawal undes Iranian pressure. which might entail
the koss of US influence in the area. particularly with the CCC states. and might abo lead to a ma-
jor strateic shilt of power in the region.

— The neat best outcome would be a US withdrawal which is not viewed as bowing to leanian pres-
sure and which would entail the catliest return to the stalus quo ante bellum before further
escalation orcuss

The above structire dors not predict the likelihood of a conflict or US withdrawal. 1l is an estimate
of the relative stakes involved in either eventuality. This structure is not apparent in the SNIE.
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OISCUSSION

Introduction

1. The increasing US military presence in the Per-
sian Gulf is perceived by Iran as a direct challenge to
its vital interests and has reduced the margin for error
on both sides. Although there remains a chance that an
armed conflict will be avoided, rising tensions and the
proximity of the opposing forces (including not only
US and Iranian, but French, British, Soviet, and Arab)
have significantly increased the probability cf armed
confrontation. Such a confrontation could develop in a
number of ways, with widely varying results—and an
equally wide range of implications for the United
States. Iran, the other regional states. and the Soviet
Union. We must also note that, due to the growing
international nature of the situation (the deployment
of the French aircraft carrier; the presence of British,
French—and possibly other European~mine warfare
contingents; and heightened GCC-Iranian tensions),
the spark for such a confrontation could come from
actors other than the United States or iran. Part I of
this Discussion examines the background to events in
the Gulf and the current situation. Part Il examines a
number of possible scenarios for future developments
and their impact on the United States, the USSR, and
the regional actors. Part Il supports part 11 by laying
out the evidentiary base and analytic framework for
the estimative judgments that have been made. Part
Il also discusses longer term trends and regional
realities in the area, along with the goals, positions, and
activities of the key players and the risks and opportu-
nities for the area states. the USSR. and the United
States.

Part I-—Background and Current Situation

2. The judgments of SNIE 34/11/39-87, Iran and
the Superpowers in the Gulf. regarding Iran’s proba-
ble reactions to a continuing US commitinent in the
Gulf remain valid. In particular:

— Iran will not indiscriminately attack US and
USSR targets but will try to use terrorism.
sabolage. and military action selectively to serve
its broader obijectives.

— Tehran is prepared for confrontation il in its
perception, nther measures prove inadeqguate to
force the United States to back down.

3. Key events since the publication of the previous
SNIE include the mining of the Bridgeton and follow-
on mining campaign. the passage of UN Security
Council (UNSC) Resolution 398, and the pilgrimage
clashes in Mecca. All these events, for different rea-
sons, have reinforced Iran’s resolve to confront the
United States, strengthened the domestic position of
the regime, and put advocates of a3 more measured
approach on the defensive. The Bridgeton mining is
touted in Iran as the successful penetration of US
defenses by “invisible hands.” and the United States is
now often referred to as a crippled giant. The UNSC
resolution is seen in Tehran as directed against lran
and orchestrated by the United States. At the same
time, events have signaled continuing US resolve,
helped restore some of the lost US credibility with the
Gulf Arabs from the US-lran affair. moved the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) states more into line in
support of the US presence, and led to increased
European involvement.

4. Over this same period, the level of independent
European involvement has increased significantly and
has effectively reinforced the isolation of Iran. The
British are sending mine-clearing forces to the Gulf,
and the Dutch and Belgians are considering similar
deployments. In response to their own bilateral diplo-
matic confrontation with Tehran, the French have
sent an aircraft carrier and are sending minesweepers
to the region. Whether an intention of the Europeans
or not, these actions have tended to enhance the effect
of the US decision to reflag the Kuwaiti tankers. There
is, however. a limited possibility that European forces
over which the United States has little influence could
become engaged in a confrontation with Iran. This
possibility applies primarily to France whose actions
will be guided solely by its own dispute with Iran. We
believe, however, that the Europeans, including the
French. will be extremely careful about using their
forces in a way that Iran would perceive as provoca-

tive. unless first provoked by Tehran.:l
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3. The Mecea violence has strongt implications for
developments in the Gulf:

— Iran failed in its attempt 1o portray the violence
as US inspired and as yet another example of the
confrontation between America and Islam. Most
Islamic states hold Iran responsible for the riots
and resulting carnage

— The incident has caused a sharp downturn in
Saudi-lranian ties and probably will lead to
increased Gulf Arab regime support for the US
military presence in the region.

— Iran is committed to retribution against Saudi
Arabia and the United States. who Tchran
claims is directly responsible for the bloodshed.

6. Iran sees the increased US military presence in
the region as challenging its fundamental goals of:

— Winning the Iran-Iraq war.

— Changing the regional balance of power and
establishing Iranian hegemony.

— Keeping the superpowers out of the Gulf.

— Spreading Iran's Islamic revolution to other
states.

In pursuing these goals Iran has tried to break the
resolve of the GCC states—particularly Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait—for supporting Iraq in the war and to
discourage the unity of the GCC that, were it to act as
a cohesive bloc, would limit lIran’s leverage over
individual members. While we judge that Saudi and
Kuwaiti support for Iraq in the war is frm, Tehran
believes that it can be broken through intimidation.
Iran's approach of carrots to Oman and sticks to
Kuwait has achieved some success in weakening GCC
unity.

7. Iran also views the US challenge in the Gulf as
supporting Iraq’s war-fighting strategy. Irag’s strategic
advantage in the Iran-Iraq war lies in the air war
against key Iranian economic targets. including tank-
ers, not in the ground war where it has ceded the
initiative to Tehran. Iraq has long sought to pressure
tran and internationalize the Gulf war through ship
attacks. recognizing that any outside powers would

sanctions resolution is bring delayed or that the super-
powers ate reducing efforts to end the war, we believe
Raghdad will intensify its air attacks, first on land and
later at sea, in an eflont to provoke an lranian response
against third parties lraq will cmploy this option
cautiously, however, to avoid shifting US and world
attention [rom the Iranian threat 1o Iraqi attacks and
jeopardizing efforts 1o oblain an effective UN action
against lran. Recent attacks on franian economic lar-
gets on the mainland probably fall into this category.
While lraqg is observing a cease-fire in the tanker war,
it knows that lran’s probable response is through ship
attacks.

9. Despile the image of irresponsibility and even
irrationality sometimes conveyed by the vitriolic rhet-
oric of its leaders, Iran continues to pursue a rational
and coherent policy course. Tehran continues to exer-
cise command and control and to assess risks and
benefits before acting. Iran has. for example. still
avoided overt attack onp a US ship, having stated
repeatedly that it will do so only in retaliation if the
United States attacks first. Most indicative of this
coherence is Tehran's systematic play down of Jiffer-
ences with the Soviet Union—to the point of disinfor-
mation—in order to avoid confronting both superpow-
ers at once and to concentrate maximum psychological
pressure on the United States. We judge that Iran is
likely to pursue a course of seeking a tactical accom-
modation with Moscow in the Gulf. while making
minor adjustments in bilateral relations for as long as
the Soviels reciprocate, maintain a low military profile
in the Gulf, and agitate for the removal of U'S naval
forces from the region.

10. The high level of Soviet diplomatic activity in
the Gulf region reflects a keen alertness for any
opportunity that might arise. In the current situation
the Soviets are trying to:

— Stake out a role in Gulf security issues.

— Fuel concern amaong the Iranians and Gulf Arabs
over the escalaiing LS military presence in the
region.

— Reduce tensions with fran without undermining
Soviet influence with Iraq.

probably be drawn into the war on Iraq’s slde.l:l — Foster an image as a responsible world power.

8. Iraq is well placed to manipulate Iran-US ten-
sions by dictating the pace of ship attacks in the Gulf.
Indeed. should Baghdad perceive that the UNSC

playing down revolutionary goals, and seeking
political. rather than military., solutions to region-

al conﬂic!s.l:l




11. Soviet policy toward the lran-Irag war aims at
preventing an lranian victory Jest it kead 1o the {oss of
Soviet influence in lraq, {ree up lranian resources to
help the resistance in Afghanistan, and facilitate the
spread of tranian fundamentalism tincluding north-
watd to the central Asian republics of the USSR).
Although receptive 1o recent Iranian overtures, the
Soviets do not wanl to risk their influence in lrag
when there scems little near-term prospect of gaining
comparable influence in Iran. Maoscow has supported
some US efforts at the United Nations and not closed
the doors to others to increase the pressure on lran to
end the Iran-Iraq war while at the same time attempt-
ing to generate regional opposition to additional US
deployments to the region. Although the Soviets could
benefit on the margins from this double game, recent
Iraqi protests about Soviel behavior demonstrate the
limits of this approach.

Port [l—Scenarios

12. Aside from the rising chance of a direct US-
Iranian clash, the most significant development for the
United States since the previous SNIE has been the
increasingly negative impact that failure would have
on US credibility—both within the region and beyond.
From lran’s perspective, the US increase in military
presence in the region is a direct challenge to the
pursuit of policies vital to its interest. In short, both the
United States and Iran may wish to avoid escalation,
but the cost of retreat is rising for each. We believe
this fact will increase the chance that individual
incidents will lead to escalation, including open con-
flict and. at the same lime, decrease the chance that
certain scenarios will occur at all.

13. In addition, while some scenarios are better for
the United States than others. each would present
dilemmas if broader US interests in the region are
considered. Relevant US interests include:

— Maintaining the flow of oil from the Persian
Gull.

— Maintaining the stability of friendly states.

— Supporting a “no decisive winner” end to the
Iran-Irag war.

— Limiting Soviet influence and presence.

— Improving our own influence without a pro-
longed and costly military commitment.

— Keeping open future options with Imn.l:l

w

14 Each seenario would provide epportunities for
the United States to advance some of these interests
but would probably harm others. As an example of the
trade-offs, sconarios in which the United States devi-
sively prevailed over Iran would increase US credibil-
ity. help prevent an lranian victory in the war with
Iraq. protect the smaller Gulf States, amd ensure the
free flow of oil trom the Cull. They might also,
however. increase Moscow's chances lor improved ties
to Iran and could postpone further the long-term gl
of improved US-lranian relations. At the same time,
however. it is also possible that increased Iranian
respect for US power and resolve might, over time,
improve prospects for US-Iranian relations.

15. We believe there are several ways for the
current confrontation with Iran either to be resolved
or to escalate into a quite different situation. This
paper is not intended to predict the outcome of the
current situation bul to examine the implications of
the range of outcomes. We have chosen to examine
five scenarios explicitly:

— Tanker Escorts Withdrawn Under Pressure.
— Tensions Defused.

~ Simmering Tensions.

— Escalation/ Intimidation of Iran.

— Escalation 'Open Conflict.

They are presented generally in order of the degree
of US commitment they demand. These scenarios are
‘not mutually exclusive—one can evolve into another:
for example. the situation ~ould move from simmering
tensions to a cease-fire or oscillate between simmering
tensions and escalation. (Note: These scenarios are.
more precisely, labels for categories of scenarios,
which can vary infinitely in their precise develop-
ment.)

Scenario One: Tanker Escorts Withdrawn Under
Pressure

16. .This scenario includes all outcomes in which an
Iranian claim of victory would be credible. It would
include US reneging on the Kuwaiti reflagging effort
without further military confrontation and a US with-
drawal of its tanker escorts after military or terrorist
actions.

ET




17. In light of the commitments already made, and
- wressure an the Gulf Arabs, this scenario woukd repre-
semt a prolound blow to US interests. 1t would:

— Damage severely US credibility with the Gulf
Arabs amd undercut the traditional relation-
ship—arms and security for oil—thal has bound
the United States arkl must of the CCCC states.

— Undercut US credibility as a security pantner and
global power with states oulside the region.

— Increase dramatically the influence of Iran, mak-
ing it the “"power to be reckoned with” in the
Gull, fueling the impulse of some Gulf Arabs,
notably the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and
Oman, to reconcile themselves to lranian power
and attempt to secure the best deal they can with
Iran.

— Increase the relative power of militant elements
in the franian leadership, reinforce the percep
iion that confrontation is effective, and increase
Iranian contempt for US will and staying power.

— Reinforce the regionwide Islamic revival by
providing dramatic evidence of the “power of
Islam” in confronting “Western decadence and
imperialism” and of “true Islam's’” superiorily
over compeling ideologies.

— Provide opportunities for the Soviets to increase

their influence with the Gulf :\rabs,|:,

18. Although the general trend lines would be
similar. the particular circumstances in which a US
withdrawal occurred weuld affect greatly the ultimate
degree of damage to US credibility. Generally. the
more Iranian pressure and actions were perceived to
have broken US resolve. the greater the damage.

19. Because ultimate reliance on a US security
umbrella is key to GCC defense. a US reneging on
commitments in the region would lecave these states
badly shaken and vulnerable. Saudi Arabia. Bahrain.
and Oman, in particular, would have to fundamental-
ly reassess their security relationships. They would
intensify efforts to improve self-defense and joint
GCC capabilities, and seek to broaden support from
other states—primarily West European. but also in-
cluding countries such as Brazil or China as weapons
suppliers, and Egypt. Morocco, or Pakistan for advisers
and even personnel. Against these longer term efforts.
the GCC siates would more immediately try to concil-
iate Iran to the extent it is receptive, without sacrific-
ing their vital interests|

20 Jran woukl continne to increase efforts to in-
timidate Kuwait to withdraw its support to lraq. Iran
believes that internal Shia oppesition, with strong
Iranian support, could overthrow the culing al-Sabah
family. A US withdrawa! in itsell would probably not
be sufficient to prompt lran to launch a conventional

invasion of Kuu'ail.:l

21. Should the climate of hostility between lran and
Saudi Arabia continue—as is possible—Tehran will
look to strike at Saudi Arabia as well, particularly if
Iran still felt the score had not been settled over the
Mecca riots. We believe the primary threat would be
sabotage of Saudi oil and economic facilities. We do
not believe that the survival of the Saudi regime would
be threatened, however, by hestilities with fran.

22. The impact on the war would be a significant
psychological boost for Iran. At minimum, Tehran
woauld devote more of its efforts to Iraq after the US
threat had been neutralized. although it may have
suffered a loss of capability as a result of US actions. In
the ground war, Iran’s success might hasten another
major offensive. A US withdrawal would demoralize
Traq but, in itself. would not cause a collapse, and Iraq
would probably reinvigorate economic attacks in the
Gulf, where it has the initiative.

23. The Soviets would gain significantly under this
scenario because of the withdrawal of the US forces
associaled with the escort operations and the blow to
US credibility. The Soviets would benefit from any
deterioration in US-Arab security cooperation, and
improve their own relations—possibly including sell-
ing more weapons to the Gulf states—but we do not
believe they would replace the United States as the
superpower patron of the GCC. Moreover, the Soviets
do not aant 1o see Iran win the war or emerge as the
dominate power in the Gulf. (See " Prospects {or Soviet
Gains” for a detailed discussion of this judgment.)

24. The USSR would also face some difficult policy
trade-offs in trying to exploit US setbacks. Kuwait
would probably request more Soviet support in facili-
tating the flow of its oil exports. If the Soviets reject
the request, they would risk the recent gains they have
made with the Gulf states. Meeting the Kuwaiti
requests, however, runs the risk of becoming engaged
in a military confrontation with Iran.

Scenario Two: Tensions Defused

25. This scenario would include all possible out-
comes in which the US tanker protection plan
becomes unnecessary without first involving a
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significant US-Iranian clash. 1t conld oceur as a result
of a settlement of war, the internationalization of the
! protection regime, the emergence of a modus vivendi
in the Gull, or an end to the US escont plan after a
credible declaration that protection aas no longer
necessary

26. In vi~w of our assessment of lranian resolve and
Iraq’s unwillingness to allow a delinking of the tanker
and ground wars, we believe this scenario would be
difficult to attain. Nonetheless, it would result in
significant benefits for the United States by:

— Confirming the value of US security assistance to

the Cull states, portraying Washington as strong,
reliable, and responsible. A higher level of securi-

ty cooperation could emerge in the face of the -

long-term Iranian and Soviet threats.

— Effectively checking an lranian policy of gross
intimidation of the Gulf states and affirming the
current regional power balance.

— Successfully drawing a “red line” of US tolerance
of threats to the flow of o1l out of the Gulf.
Having come close to open conflict with the
United States and seeing the US buildup of forces
in the region, Tehran would at least partially
reassess its contempt for US resolve.

— Preserving opportunities for a longer range US-
Iranian reconciliation, making it harder for the

25, This seenutios would be beneficial for the United
States relative to the Soviets. Iran's virtual isolation
makes Soviet ar Third World criticism of US foree
deployments leading 1o this outcome much more
difficult. A successful conclusion would allow the
United States 1o portray the episode as an example of a
responsible use of power to protect weaker states
against a regional bully. Although the Soviets have
positioned themselves well for this potential outcome,
the Gulf Arabs would give most of the credit to the
United States ieacept in the case where the Soviets
were able to broker a cease-fire or broader settlement).
The Arab states, especially Iraq. have already noted
Moscow's courting of both sides. its foot-dragging
(relative to the United States) on the UNSC vote and its
unwillingness to deploy its military forces.

29. Although the United States makes gains in this
scenario, there are benefits from Moscow's perspective
because it also reduces the prospects for a protracted
and large-scale US naval presence in the region.
Although the United States would emerge in Arab and
Iranian eyes as the more effective superpower, we
believe the Soviets would retain their recent gains with
the Arab moderates. They might also try to build on
their intensified dialogue with Iran, although lIran

would have lost the immediate imperatives that we

believe have driven their recent openings to Moscow.

USSR to gain major advantage in Tchran.|:] Scenorio Three: Simmering Tensions

27. One negative effect of this scenario on US
interests would be that a cease-fire in the Gulf sector
alone would remove the urgency for effective interna-
tional actions to end the war and Irag would see it asa
blow 10 its prospects in the war. Having long lost its
ability to export oil by tanker, Baghdad perceives
Iran’s dependence on oil exports as an important
vulnerability that can be exploited. Baghdad believes
bringing an end only to this part of the war would
deny it an important lever and force it to slug it out in
the ground war where Iran has the initiative. In terms
of tangible effect on the Iranian war effort and
economy, fraq could do as much or more damage by
targeting Iranian facilities on shore. such as refineries.
power plants, and pipeline pumping stations. \We
believe it is, however, highly unlikely that Iraq would
allow this scenario to unfold. As Iraq has already
demonstrated in the altermath of UNSC Resolution
598. it can quickly resume attacks against Iranian
economic targets if a cease-fire is not comprehensive.

30. This would essentially be a continuation of the
current situation, resulting in an open-ended US
commitment with continued tensions, including oc-
casional violent incidents. The ievel of violence and
direct confrontation would be low cnough that neither
side is willing to concede but neither sees it in its
interest to escalate.

31. This scenario includes the cutrent situation that.
if continued. would have mixed eflects on US inter-
ests. The US and Iraman commitment to changing the
other’s policy while trying to avoid a large escalation
makes such a continuation a strong possibility. On the
positive side, a continuvation of the current commit-
ment to the reflagging  escort operation:

— Reinforces Gull Arab willingness to resist Iranian
pressures.

— Reinforces the perception of US interest in Arab
stales. in the wake of damage from US arms sales
to fran and inability to deliver sophisticated
weapons to the Arabs.
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— Draws the line for lran. Iran has demonstrated
little reacdd for the relevance of American mili-
tary power and resolve atd has usually henefited
from confrontation and a refusal to compromise.
As tewsions continue, the sheer magnitude and
proximity of the US military forces will probably
increase lranian respect for US capabilities.

— Maintains pressure on the inlernational commu-
nity to end the Iran-lraq war.

32. There are significant risks for US interest. how-
ever. Iran believes that it can autlast the United States,
especially if it maintains an environment that is
politicaily controversial for Washington. This view.
combined with close attention to US policy debates,
leads Tehran to believe that it can act to break US
resolve. Al minimum, it will continue to keep tensions
high. 1sing actions such as mining or the recent
“"Martyrdom Exercises’ to convey a sense of imminent
hostilities in an effort to affect the US policy debate.
As military levels and tensians continue to rise, the
risks that a miscalculation on the part of either side
would result in escalation increases.

33. Iran could perpetuate the “hidden hand™ ap-
proach by sponsering unattributable attacks—includ-
ing terrorism—on largets both in and oul of the
immediate region. Such attacks would have to show a
clear association with the US presence in the Gulf
without being so clearly linked to Tehran that it causes
Washington to retaliate. This scenario requires a level
of continued finé-tuning that may be difficult to
sustain.

34. Iraq would begin to view as irksome continuing
US pressure to abstain from ship attacks, particularly if
the ground war continued and Iran continued to stall
in accepting UNSC Resolution 598. Iraqi attacks
aimed at breaking the stalemate and forcing a US-Iran
showdown could well lead to a more strained US-Iraqi

relalionship.|:]

85. Other risks and costs of this scenario for the
United States include:

— The requirement for a large US presence for an
extended and indefinite period, diverting mili-
tary and intelligence assets from other areas.

— Over time US and Arab interests may diverge.

— Iran may increase its efforts to pressure Kuwait,
using subversion, sabotage of Kuwaiti (or even

Saudi) oil facilities. or direct attacks on Kuwaiti

territory. The latter could come in the form of
surface-to-surface missile attacks. air attacks.
commando raids on key facilities, or threats
against Bubiyan Isiand.

— Iran may have some suceess in portraying the
conflict in Muslim radical and fundamentalist
circles, especially Shia, as a US-Islamic conllict.

— The longer the US fulfills a high-profile protec-
tion role, the greater the regional perception that
Kuwait and. indirectly, Saudi Arabia and Iraq
are overly dependent on the US presence.

— Increased. but still limited. opportunities for the
USSR in Iran as Tehran continues to play the

“Soviet card.":

36. This scenario would allow the Soviets to contin-
ue their present policy course, postpone difficult poli-
cy trade-offs, and reap several benefits. US-lranian
tensions would be sustained and Iranian efforts to
court the USSR in order to avoid a simultaneous

confrontation with both superpowers would continuve. -

These contacts with Iran would allow the Soviets to
continue to portray themselves as the only superpower
capable of talking to both belligerents and interested
in a political. rather than military. solution. Moreover.
the Soviets probably would continue carrying Kuwaiti
ail in Soviet tankers, highlighting the role they can
play in the Gulf. However, there would also be
concern in Moscow aver the protracted deployment of
a sizable US naval force in a region close to the USSR.
The Soviets probably also believe that, if the United
States perseveres, the magnitude of the US effort
compared with their own, would reinforce the US

superior position in the region.l:l

Scenorios Four and Five: Escalation

37. The Dynamics of Escalation. Tran's desire to
avoid drawing US forces into the war previously
tended to act as a restraint. Iran is now faced with the
need to get the United States out. Tehran, while still
operating under restraints, is responding to this change
by trying to raise the specter of a costly and unwinna-
ble involvement to convince the United States to
reconsider the cost: benelfits of its policy. If the Irani-
ans become convinced that the United States will not
cease escort operations without further racheting up of
the level of confrontation (that is, creating US casual-
ties). we believe that they will not be deterred from
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dning sr. The exact point at which this threshald is
crossedt depends on several variables, some of which
are highly uncertain:

— The state of play of Irantan politics. A key wild
card in all of the scenarios is Khomeini's death. If
he should die in the midst of an unfolding
escalatory crisis, we will have major uncertainties
rerarding the direction of lranian domestic and
foreign policies, as well as crisis management
abilities.

— Unforeseen etenis. The proximity of forces in
the Gull could well result in a shootdown or
sinking requiring a response by the other party.
Similarly, the riots in Mecca, while instigated in
Tehran, probably went beyond its expectations in
creating new isues (for example, the require-
ment for revenge) that must be addressed and
factored into broader policy considerations.

— The direction of the US debate. The Iranians see
this as their primary gauge of LS resolve and will
use it to calculate the possible effectiveness of an
escalation,

38. Iranian Remponse to Force. Having taken
action sufficient to warrant US retaliation, we do not
believe the Iranians will be easily convinced to alter
their comse. Iran has demonstrated a greater capacity
to absorb casualties than Libya, for example. In addi-
tion, whereas the size of the Libya raid and near miss
on Qadhafi himself shocked Qadhafi and, temporarily.,
severely reduced his confidence in his ability to
predict US actions, Iran is fully aware of the likelihood
of a US military response to a major provocation. At
least initially, the determination to resist would proba-
bly be strengthened in an escalation, and some ele-
ments might even believe that a war with the United
States would strengthen their political position. Iran
would be most affected by US actions that directly
impaired its ability to continue to prosecute the
Iran/Iraq war or Iranian public support for the re-
gime.

Scenario Four: Escalation/Intimidation of Iran

39. Under this scenario, the United States retali-
ates for Iranian provocations and escalation results in
Iran’s backing away from its active opposition to the
US presence in the region or from its threat to
Kuwaiti shipping without substantial further escala-

tion.

10. As noted abov. . we believe this is a les likely
alternative scenario, ut it could occur il mose prag-
matic elements in Iran held sway in the wake of a US
retaliatior or if the Iranians were so overwhelmed by
LS action that they were unable to develop a response.
Most of the implications of this scenario would be
positive for the Uniled States. It would:

— Dramatically underscore US capabiiity and com-
mitment to the Gulf Arab states. promote their
self-confidence and stability.

— Check lranian expansion in the Gulf and severely
damage Iran’s sell-image as 2 major player on the
world stage.

— Lessen opportunities for the Soviels tn improve
relations with the Arabs.

— Undercut the perception that uncompromising
Islamic fervor represents an irresistible force.

— Place increased pressure on Iran to accept a
cease-fire in the war.

41. There would also be negatives, however:

— The chance—already distant—af a US:lranian
rapprochement could be delayed even further.

— The Iranians would perceive a need for a clos-
er—though still limited—relationship with
Moaoscow.

— More ambiguous for US interest, Iraq would see
this scenario as a major success for its longstand-
ing aim of convincing outside powers to pressure
Iran to end the war. Baghdad would play on the
US involvement to push for similar Iranian con-
cessions in the ground war, resisting efforts to

delink the tanker and ground wars.

42. A successful US attack on Iran would pose
setious problems for the Soviets because the United
States would get the credit in the region, especially in
Baghdad. for reducing the Iranian threat and substan-
tial US forces probably would remain in the region.
The Sovicts would also be concerned that a successful
use of force by the United States in Iran would incline
Washington to use force in other situations outside the
area. The speed with which the US-lranian conflict
would be plaved out in this scenario would allow
Moscow tn do little more than raise a propaganda hue
and cry. Although the US attack on a country border-
ing the USSR would raise tensions between Moscow




and Washington, especially il it occurred belore o -

summil. there probably would be litthe significant
long-term impact on the US-Soviet relationship. There
are also potential pluses for Moscow that include.

— lran would probably remain worried abeut the
United States in the aftermath amd, as in the
“simmering tensions” scenario, need ta be more
accommodating loward the Soviets.

— lran’s being brought to heel would help Iraq amd
control Iran's ability to spread revolutionary
Islam.

— This scenario would probably seduce US pros-
pects for regaining a position of influence in post-

Khomeini Iran.:l

Scenorio Five: Escolotion/Open Conflict

43. Under this scenario, Iranian or US actions spark
a spiral of escalation. Rather than backing down. Iran
remains resolute and intractable, trying to break the
will of the United States.

44. This is a high-stakes scenario lor all parties. In
open conflict, the United States would face significant
unceraainty and ambiguity about the probable out-
come. Tehran already sees the US involvement as
collaboratien with lraq and its supporters and. under
this scenario. may shift its primary war goal from the
toppling of Saddam Husayn to the expulsion of the
United States from the region. n Tehran, the Iran-
Iraq war could become the Iran-US war, with Iraq.
temporarily at least. seen as the secondary threat.

45. US willingness to inflict heavy lranian casualties
and damage would probably shock Tehran znd dra-
matically alter its view of US military power and
resolve. Even this, however. would not guarantee a
change in policies. Indeed. Iran might well believe
that this level of casualties was as politically wrenching
for the United States as for [ran, which has been on a
war footing for nearly seven years and has already
experienced well over 700,000 casualties. More mili-
tant elements in Tehran might even welcome such a
development as a means of spurring the population on
to greater sacrifice and, from the religious perspective,
of seeking the rewards of a Holy War.

46. Iran’s policies probably would only be altered
after it had suffered significant economic and military
losses beyond the impasition of casualties. These would
probably have to include disruption of oil exports or
arms imports or actions of a similar magnitude. As

«iming no US invalvement in the ground war, fran
would be very limited in its capability to defend itself
aainst large-scale US military actions. lran's only
militacy option would be a feeble defense of key
ccomomic and military facilitics. Iranian “suicide”
boats and planes, mining. antiship missiles. and other
such options would become progressively less relevant
in an unambiguous conflict situation, cspevially if
Tran’s limited air defenses were to be stripped away.

47. The potential costs of a large-scale and protract.
ed US-Iranian military confrontation are considerable:

— The United States would incur heavy evonomic
costs during the period of the confrontation and
could suffer considerable casualties

— Disruption of world oil and financial matkets
could result, with potential glohal impacts.

— Lacking an effective conventional military re-
sponse, lran would probably turn to an increas-
ingly indiscriminate use of terrorism against US
personnel, facilities, and interests.

— The chance for an eventual reestablishment of a
cooperative US-Iranian relationship could be fur-
ther postponed. Anti-American sentiments could
be triggered that would last many years into the
future.

— Iran could be successful in the Muslim world—
particularly among the Shias—in portraying the
conflict as part of an anti-Islamic campaign by
the United States.

48. The GCC states will probably have little choice
but to side, albeit reluctantly, with the United States
because escalation will almost certainly mean Iran’s
extending attacks against the “US lackeys™ of the
GCC. In an apen confrontation, with Iran using all the
tools at its disposal, the Kuwaiti and Bahraini regimes
become key targets of Tehran. Those populations
would become polarized on Shia-Sunni lines and out-
breaks of violence and terrorism would be probable.
Iraq would be pleased that the Gulf war had been
internationalized and probably would press its own
attacks against Iran to exert maximum pressure.

49. A prolonged US-Iranian confrontation involving
military clashes could serve Soviet interests in forestall-
ing a resurgence of LS influence in post-Khomeini
Tran. but Moscow could find itself in a position of
having to choose more clearly between Iran and Iraq
and the Gulf moderates. To the extent the Soviets
opted to win points in Tehran, they would tend to lose
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ground with lray. the GCC states, and in the Arab
warkd wenerally. Nonetheless. this is the scenario that
contains the best prospect of a mujor improvement in
Soviet lranian selations,

50 The large US military presence in the region
and major military action so near Soviet borders could
prompt Moscow to offer Iran some limited support in
this scenario, possibly including:

— Intelligence on US military movements amd
capabilities. -

~— Expanded use of transportation routes across the
USSR to help comipensate for the blockading of
Iranian ports.

— Allowing Eastern Europe. Libya, and Syria to
tiansfer additional Soviet-mace weapons to Iran.

The longer the conllict continued. the more likely
Moscow would be to offer such support. We do not
believe the Soviets would go so far as to directly
provide Iran major weapons systems, although we
would not rule out resumption of deliveries of spare
parts, ammunition. and military trucks. If the Soviets
believed that the United States intended to occupy key
areas of lran, there would be a strong possibility they
would stage exercises with Soviet forces in the Trans-
caucasus as a reminder to Washington that it could not
act with impunity in a region so close to the USSR.

S51. European Incolvement. We believe that Euro-
pean involvement, whatever the motivation, is a net
positive for the United States, but that the Euraopeans
are not such major players that their greater involve-
ment would substantially change our judgments about
the implications of any of the scenarios. It would,
however, affect the likelihood of the various scenarios.
European involvement makes the more positive sce-
narios generally more likely and the negative scenarios
generally less likely. The European presence also
creates the possibility that the United States could be
drawn into a conflict as a result of an Iranian-
European confrontation—maost likely begun by an
Iranian action. Affecting the possibility of incidents—
but also constraining the actions that might produce
them—the increased warship presence will make it
more difficult for Iran (as well as Iraq) to distinguish
correctly the nationality of potential targets. Further,
Tehran will have to consider the possibility that the
United Kingdom, France, and other European nations
would join the United States in a retaliatory strike in
response to an overt Iranian action against the reflag-
ging effort. Overall, the United States will be under
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less pressure 1o withdraw and the Tranians will be less
likely to conchide that comfrontation with the United
States will accomplish their obiectives

Part lll—Underlying Reolities, Long-Term Trends,
ond Broader Implications for the United States

The Guif Arobs

52 Of the three bloces of national power surround-
ing the Persian Gulf—Ivan, Iraq. and the Arab monar-
chies o1 the GCC—no one currently dominates. Tradi-
tionally the GCC states have been the weakest and
subject to intimidatira by both Iran amd Iraq. The
stalemated bran-Iraq war has created a tentative equi-
librium among these three bloes.

53. The GCC states would like the war to end but
not with the result that the current power balance be
upset arkd Iran or Iraq emerge as a dominant regional
power. In ihe current situation the Gulf Arabs:

— Basically favor the LS military presence as a
block against Iranian expansion. Should the Gulf
states believe, however. that the US presence is
unnecesaarily and unpredictably escalating the
war, or that tensions have subsided. their support
for the US presence will weaken.

— Want to kecp lines cpen to fran. Although
Kuwait, and now Saudi Arabia, believe Iran has
forced their hand. they prefer to maintain con-
tacts and correct relations in the hope of mader-
ating Iran’s behavior.

— Are committed to supporting Iraq’s war effort,
but are at best reluctant allies of Baghdad who
remember years of Iraqi subversion against them
in the 1960s and 1970s and who wish primarily
to stave off Iraqi defeat.

54. Traditionally. the Shia-Sunni. Persian-Arab, and
secular-religious lensions between and amoug the re-
xional states shape much of their thinking about the
other states. All countries of the region try to play
these factors to their respective advantage. In the
current situation, lran will emphasize the un-Islamic
nature of its Gulf enemies and their ties to the West.
The Gulf Arabs and Iraq will try to line up broad Arab
support against Persian Iran. and so forth.

Iran

55. lran’s greatest strength is its unity of purpose.
To this are added: its revived revolutionary zeal.
demonstrated ability to absorb pain. conlidence




xained [rom a string of successes in uncompromising
showdowns with the United States, and a seven-year-
long national mobilization for war. These make hostil-
ilies with the United States a threshald that lran could
well decide o cross Other assets available to fran
include:

— Willingness and praven ability to use tersorism.

— Sheer detnographic and geographic size, which
adds to its capability te intimidate others in the
region.

— The existence of significant numbers of Shia in
some of the Gull states, often subjected to sec-
ond-class citizenship treatment, and representing
a potential fifth column in suppont of fran.

— The Soviet card—although there are significant
limits to its use. While lran may aggressively
court the Soviets to counter US hastility., it will be
slow 1o make meaningful commitments. escept
perhaps in the economic asea. No matter how
badly the confrontation goes for Iran, Tehran is
unlikely to deliberately grant a large measure of
influence to the USSR because of its historical
fear of Soviet expansionism and traditional Mus-
lim opposition to Communism.

— Correct relations with Pakistan. China, and Tur-
key.

56. Iran also has considerable weaknesses in the
current situation:

— Despite Iran's ideological unity of purpose, there
is serious political infighting at high levels in the
government, raising questions about the regime’s
ability.to agree on tactics that will hold up under
increasing pressure from the United States.

— Its military capabilities have deteriorated since
the revolution, and it is much weaker at sea and
in the air than the US forces in the region.

— fran is economically weak and vulnerable.

— Its international isolation is growing and, as the
Mecca violence demonstrated, Tehran is finding
it increasingly difficult to find supporters for its

position, even in the Third World,:l

Prospects for Soviet Gains

57. Moscow bases its clain to an interest in the Gulf
on the geographic proximity of the region to the USSR.
Over the longer term. the Soviets seek to reduce any
US capability to threaten the USSR militarily from the
region. assume the position the United States once held
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as the dominant outside influence in Tran. and main-
tain and extend their own inlluence clsewhere in a
region uf luixlamental economic imputlaiwe o the
West These longstanding Soviet goals have not
chamed under the Gurbachey regime. but style and
1actics have. The Soviets have pressed their interests
more vigorowsly and imaginatively. struck a position of
greater balance among contending parties. responded
10 openings more quickly. and appeared more atuned
to regional subtleties than Gorbachev's predecessors.

5%. We believe that the Soviets arc likely to contin-
ue 1o make gains in the GCC states. The Soviets are
playing a small, unprecedented security role in the
Culf. expanding their diplomatic position, gaining a
niche in the GCC arms market, and winning accep-
tance as an important player in regional issues. We
aksa judge, however, that there are major limits on
\Moscow's ability to improve dramatically their posi-
tion in the Gulf, not least because of the dilemmas and
hard choices that dramatic gains with one side or the
other would force on the Soviets.

59. We believe neither the GCC states nor the
Iranians are willing to align themselves with the Soviet
Union as closely as they are now, or once were, aligned
with the United States. Although there are some
elements of a “zero sum game” in US or Soviet gains
and losses, we do not foresee situations that are
analogous to the major historical realignments of, say.
Egypt or Ethiopia. If the United States were to “lose
big™" in the region (a major historical loss such as the
fall of the Shah). in the East/West context the US loss
would benefil the Soviets. We do not believe, however,
that our-loss would result in their taking our place in
the region. As demonstrated by Iran after the fall of
the Shah. and. more recently, in Lebanon, our with-
drawal does not always translate into Soviet access.

60. Moscow regards fran as the most important
regional state and believes that US losses there were a
major strategic setback for the United States. Although
early on Moscow had hopes of supplanting US influ-
ence in Tehran after the Shah fell, we believe Moscow
now thinks no outside power is likely to be able to
exert meaningful infuence on the revolutionary re-
gime in Tehran at least as long as clerics like Khomeini
remain in control. The Soviets initially attributed a
“progressive” inclination to the Iranian revolution. but
they had changed theis perspective by 1982 and
attacked the ruling clergy for being “reactionary” and
for abandoning anti-imperialism. Being essentially
blocked from making significant inroads in Iran. the
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‘Soviets are concentrating on the dificult course of
maintaining their influence in Iraq and trying to
improve their pasition in the GCC states while main-
laining a dialogue with Iran at the same time that they

.

65. Because of their vast wealth but military weak-
ness, all the GCC states prefer to rely on the United
States, which presents by far a lesser geographical and
ideological threat than does the USSR. Even though

block the expansion of Iranian influence.

61. Of the potential outcomes of the Iran/Iraq war,
an lranian victory would be most damaging (o overall
Soviet objectives. An end to the war on Iraqi termsor a
winding down of hostilities would serve Soviet inter-
ests, and a successful Soviet medistion effort would
represent the greatest potential boon to Soviet foreign
policy in the region. We judge this as unlikely—as
probably do the Soviets—for as long as Khomeini lives.
In the wake of a successful mediation effort, the
Soviets could strengthen their relations with Iran,
continue improving ties to the Arabian Peninsula
states, and maintain a solid relationship with Iraq.

62. The Soviets maintain a dislogue with Tehran in
order to prevent a resurgence of US influence in Iran,
to try to change Tehran's anti-Soviet policies and its
suppression of the Iranian left, and to identify those
with whom the USSR may be able to deal in a post-
Khomeini era. In the present circumstances, they are
going along with Iranian efforts to portray Soviet-
Iranian relations as improving—witness First Deputy
Foreign Minister Vorontsov's recent talks with the
Iranians—because they want to reduce the risks of a
Soviet-Iranian naval confrontation an ' build up politi-
cal pressures against the deployment of additional US
forces to the region. Recent reports, however, alleging
a major expansion in economic ties are Iranian disin-
formation, and little significant progress is likely to be
made.

Regional Receptivity to on Increased Soviet Role

63. Most of the six conservative monarchies of the
GCC, traditionally unreceptive to any Soviet presence,
now view a measure of Soviet involvement in the
region as useful. This development was probably
inevitable over time as GCC states have come to
perceive the utility of having relations with both
superpowers. They also perceive the outlines of a more
moderate USSR under Gorbachev in which ideological
subversion and world revolution are less of a threat

than befcre. [:]

64. For the Saudis, any improvement in ties to the
Soviets will be gradual, at the Saudis’ pace, weighed
against US actions and in the context of widespread
antipathy toward Communism and a continuing per-
ception by the Saudis that their basic interests are
inertwined with the West.

they want the United States as their superpower
“patron’'—o1, more aptly, safety net—they have some
latitude for tactical maneuvering between the super-
powers. Even without the current tensions, we would
expect an ebb and flow of contacts, desls, and accom-
modations as these states react to Buctualing circum-
stances while protecting long-term interests. They will
seek to obtain maximum advantage—including taking
advantage of US-Soviet competition to make the Unit-

.ed States more receplive to Arab wishes—short of
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endangering the US safety net or allowing Soviet
inroads that could jeopardize the stability of their
internal systems.

66. We believe it incvitable that other GCC re-
gimes will follow Kuwait's lead, offering Moscow a
role in regional issues, in addition 1o increasing diplo-
matic and commercial ties. They may also see some
utility in playing the superpowers off against one
another. The Soviets also can probably attain GCC
support for a Soviet role in the Arab-Israeli peace
process and a greater share of the GCC arms market.
Chances of regime changes that would dramatically
favor Moscow are small, and we expect no regime to
realign itself closely with Moscow. None is currently
threatened by leftist, pro-Moscow forces.

67. To a large extent, Iran’s thinking about the
Soviet Union is motivated by its historical fear of
Soviet expansionism and Muslim opposition to Com-
munism. Nonetheless, the Khomeini regime portrays
itself as impervious to intimidation by Soviet pressure
or threats of retaliation. Tehran probably assesses that
its strategic importance to Moscow and the Soviets’
desire not to drive Iran to seek better relations with
Washington limit the USSR’s willingness to intimidate
Iran.

68. There are key obstacles to significantly warmer
ties, however, including Moscow's support of Baghdad
and Tehran's opposition to the Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan. We believe a meaningful improvement
in bilateral relations remains unlikely at least until
after Khomeini dies, unless economic or military
collapse threaten the regime’s survival. Even in this
case, we believe Moscow would be cautious in coming
to the aid ct a faltering regime in Tehran. Moscow
would be reluctant to risk its position in Iraq. and its
improving position with the GCC states, unless signifi-
cant gains in Iran were highly likely. Soviet overtures




ger

to Iran would go hand in hand with damage limiting
efforts in Iraq and the GCC states. In the meantime,
the Khomeini regime will probebly press for—tactical-
ly—improved relations without making concessions
that would convince Moscow to significantly broaden

O —

69. After having been Iraq’s primary anms supplier
and supporter for more than two decades, prospects
for additional Soviet gains are small. We judge that the
best the Soviets can hope for in Iraq is to maintain
what they have—a relationship besed primarily on the
provision of weapons. We believe the Soviets may well
see some slippage in their diplomatic position as &

result_of continued improvements in US-Iraqi rela-
tions.

70. Beyond the immediate Gulf region. olher states
important to US interests, such as Turkey and Paki-
stan, would be significantly affected by US actions in
the Gulf. Although US and Pakistani objectives con-
verge on Afghanistan, this convergence does not ex-
tend to US policies in the Gulf. Pakistan is now
worried that events in the Persian Gulf may force it to
choose between Iran and the United States. Turkey
faces a similar dilemma. In spite of its NATO relation-
ship with the United States, it is not likely to actively
support US moves in the Gulf out of lear of jcopardiz-
ing ils relations with lran.
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